This paper deals with the issue of renewing cultural sights and cultural monuments considered as a part of cultural heritage in rural areas. These sights and monuments were reconstructed using the pre-accession and structural funds related to the EU regional policy. Since the paper's extent does not allow to cover this topic entirely, we are going to select a part of it, which includes immovable cultural sights and monuments.
This paper deals with the issue of renewing cultural sights and cultural monuments considered as a part of cultural heritage in rural areas. These sights and monuments were reconstructed using the pre-accession and structural funds related to the EU regional policy. Since the paper's extent does not allow to cover this topic entirely, we are going to select a part of it, which includes immovable cultural sights and monuments.
Immovable cultural sights and monuments are treated in their broad sense as things that are related to significant persons, cultural and historical events, and also as assets, which illustrate historical development of the society, its art, technology, science and other field of human work and life (Mráz, Trojan 1990) . Hence the focus is not on the commonly used definition, which refers to the preserved historical milieu of settlement areas and sets of architecture (Mráz, Trojan 1990) . The above-mentioned broader definition conveys better with the focus on rural areas. The intangible cultural heritage is defined by the following typical features: -dense and regular network of settlements with relatively preserved assets of tangible (material) culture -cultural landscape with a number of small sacral buildings (i.e. small sacral architecture, such as chapels, reconciliation crosses, columns of crucification, devotional pillars, belfries, and others) -dominants of rural settlements, such as churches, less frequently also castles, manor houses and monasteries.
Later on we will see that that current use of financial sources within structural policy is related to the renewal of those sights. Since the interest of this paper is in the renewal of immovable cultural sights and monuments based on the utilization of these sources, we will look at this issue with regard to tourism, respectively to the way how the backgrounds of tourism related to cultural development The renewal of the rural cultural heritage of the Czech Republic with the support of regional policy are activated through their "revival", which should enable to fructify its endogenous potential 1 .
GOALS AND METHODS
The text will show that the means of regional policy, which are used for the renewal of immovable cultural sights and monuments in rural areas, a great importance, if we compare them with the means that originate from specific grant programme of the Ministry of Culture of the Czech Republic, which is specially tailored to the maintenance of rural cultural heritage 2 . At the end, we will evaluate if in the new period (2007-2013) a shift in rural cultural heritage maintenance within the frame of regional policy of the Czech Republic with regard to the EU regional policy can be expected.
The choice of the research approach and research procedures is based on the topic in question and the goals of this paper. Above all, it applies secondary analysis of the available data about means, which were used for renewal of cultural sights and monuments in the previous programme period (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) . Supplementary to this approach, we will conduct a content analysis of important documents within the studied topic, namely the National Development Plans for the previous (2004-2006) and starting (2007-2013) period. Their comparison will enable us to consider a potential change in the importance which was and is given to the renewal of cultural heritage of the countryside. It will also enable us to consider whether this endogenous potential of rural development in the form of "cultural inftrastructure" is related only to tourism industry, or whether there are also offered other ways us using the regional policy support for renewal of rural immovable cultural sights.
Since we are not going to deal with a detailed list of the mentioned immovable cultural rural sights and monuments in the analytical part of the paper, nor are we going to analyze their various functions in terms of their animation, we will set out these monuments and their animation activities in this methodical section 3 .
Use (revival, animation) of the properties of rural monuments can be: -sacral (liturgical) -profane (civic, civil)
-for living and stays -permanent (private), recreational (individual or group) including healing and health (wellness) programmes -for hospitality -hotels, restaurants, wine shops, coffee bars, tea houses -for sport entertainment -bowling, sport fields, dance halls, tourist trails with marked objects and information about them -for representation and promotion -representative halls, conference halls, exhibition halls, information centers for visitors -for cultural events -public cultural events, concerts, galleries, studies (artistic, musical and others) -for practical educational purposes -illustrative workshops with educational programmes about traditional production, traditional preparation of food and drinks with recipes, stables and fields -for education -museums, libraries and study halls and depositories etc. 4
The ways of animation shall be done cautiously, with respect to the given properties, their history and character. They depend on animators, persons (natural and legal persons) and their willingness to initiate and cooperate in terms of revival of rural cultural sights and monuments. Sensitive question of these activities is often not only of financial and material nature, but also of human potential. The high level of the last one is needed for the quality and neat practice of these activities and functions of these properties.
RESULTS
At the beginning, the projects of reconstruction of rural immovable cultural heritage supported within a frame of regional policy in period 2002-2006 will be discussed based on the analysis of sources allocated to them. In the so-called pre-accession period, the renewal of rural 5 immovable cultural sights and monuments was being supported mainly with the programme SAPARD, particularly the projects under the measure 2.1 "Renewal and development of villages and rural infrastructure", respectively sub-measure 2.1. The projects listed in Table 2 have been accepted in the year 2002.
Despite that some projects involve town properties (38% of projects), all of them are related to regional centers of rural (not urban) regions. The total sum 112 333 672 CZK has been therefore allocated to support of rural cultural heritage in the Czech Republic, although only in about half of the cases (57%) the sites and monuments are situated directly in rural municipalities. The supported properties mostly include castles and their campuses and important administrative or living building (houses). There are rarely included projects focusing on green grounds, central parts of villages and sacral architecture. Official documents do not tell much about the ways of animation of the reconstructed objects. At the first glance, it is obvious only when looking at building of museum, sport hall, skittle ground and center of education. One can only estimate that the prevailing way of animation is linked with tourism rather than with direct use of local inhabitants.
Another source was the PHARE CBC programme. In terms of this programme, there was paid out about After joining the EU, respectively in the years 2004-2006, the renewal of rural immovable cultural sights and monuments was implemented under the SROP (Joint Regional Operational Programme), within priority 4 "Development of tourist industry" and the corresponding measure 4.2 "Development of infrastructure for tourist industry", divided into sub-measure focusing on projects of infrastructure of super-and regional (including local) importance.
Out of all (31) projects, supported from the SROP, there are 9 projects (29%) with the overall sum of 88 283 954 CZK which were implemented directly in rural settlements. The remaining 22 projects have been implemented in towns (with overall sum 314 923 302 CZK), whereas 17 towns are located in rural regions (55 % of all projects with the sum 219 982 072 CZK) and 5 towns in urban regions (16% of projects with a sum 94 941 230 CZK, which are not included in the table. It means that there was directed 22% of the overall financial support to rural municipalities, and 76% to rural regions (towns and rural settlements in rural regions) for the renewal of cultural heritage. More than ¾ of the total sum of funds from the SROP programme was addressed to rural areas. The funds from the SROP exceeded more than 2.5 times the means from the SAPARD (and about 7 times the means from the PHARE CBC, which were however limited to near-border areas). The structure of the supported projects was in the case of the SROP more variable. They included castles and their campuses, important houses (administrative and dwelling buildings), sacral architecture, green grounds and central places of villages, construction or reconstruction of historical journeys and trails, visitors' centers, production houses and facilities. Regarding the animation, they include the educational functions, sport activities, cultural and representative (promotional), but also social in narrow sense (protected work shops) and 
DISCUSSION
Previous analysis enables the comparison of documented sources for renewal of rural cultural immovable sights and monuments provided through the regional policy framework with the means provided within of cultural policy framework. If we sum up all of the stated means, which have been in the frame of the regional policy given to renewal of rural immovable cultural sights and monuments, we get a sum of 463 799 696 Comparing the above mentioned numbers from the programmes implemented under regional policy and under the programes within cultural policy, one can see that the means from the sources of regional policy were three times higher. Considering the bad shape of many objects and properties, there is no doubt about a significant contribution of regional policy for the rescue and renewal of rural immovable cultural sights.
We have argued that regional policy has so far focused its documents, with respect to renewal of the immovable cultural heritage in the countryside, solely on usage of these properties as a necessary part of infrastructure for tourist industry. Then there arise the following questions to discuss: 1. Is the renewal of these properties done cautiously with regard to technological and esthetic issues, i.e. with respect to architecture style and taste? 2. Is the revival and animation and equipment with new functions of these objects respectful to their history and local traditions? 3. Is the animation using well the potential, which exists in the given locality and what reserves can be found in it?
Answers to these questions are still to be found. Discussion of this topic has so far showed unambiguous hypothetical arguments: 1. There occur frequently confrontations of administrative bodies of sight and monuments maintenance and bodies of landscape protection. Sometimes they are justifiable, sometimes not. 2. Cases of sensitive as well as insensitive acts towards the studied properties are often appearing. 3. At the same time we can find neat as well as not neat examples of revival, with regard to the events, which are within the animation of cultural heritage offered. 4. In terms of the animations, there are possible less finance-demanding solutions, related to local potential.
Each of these preliminary answers can be elaborated into more analytical questions, which may become internal hypotheses for empirical research on the given topic. That is also why they will be further studied under the institutional research grant "Ekonomika zdrojů českého zemědělství a jejich efektivní využívání v rámci multifunkčních zemědělskopotravinářských systémů" (Economics of the resources of the Czech agriculture and their effective use in the frame of multifunctional agro-food systems). The grant which was also used to write this paper is funded by the Czech Ministry of Education under the number MSM 6046070906. Due to its agriculture oriented nature, the future analysis will also focus on farming sites and monuments which are almost not represented in the project listed above. Also the farming-oriented animation activities will be studied. The fact of low representation of agriculture in the supported projects might indicate the separation between regional policy and the Common Agricultural Policy in the Czech case.
CONCLUSIONS
Documents that are dealing with regional development, respectively with activating its cultural potential usually do not distinguish between rural and urban regions. If we analyze these documents, going from general to more specific ones, we are finding out: The main source for financing the activities of renewing immovable cultural sights and monuments in the terms of regional policy in the period 2007-2013 is the European Fund for Regional Development. In selected cases it could also become the European Social Fund. The comparative content analysis of the National Development Plan 2007-2013 implies that in the previous (2004) (2005) (2006) and current period, the field for the development of cultural potential of countryside is increasing.
It has been already said that answers to the questions stated in discussion will be investigated within a research project (MSM 6046070906). The goal of this paper was to introduce only one part of this problem, selected for the purpose of solution -the need of development of immovable cultural heritage of the countryside, threatened by desolation. That is why basic sources that are being used for this purpose in the term of regional and also cultural policy had been analyzed and compared. We have also demonstrated that in the period 2007-2013, there is a widening field of potential support dedicated to the occasions even without tourism industry.
If considering the maintenance of rural cultural heritage from a wider perspective, which includes not only tangible, but also intangible form, it is important to mention the following tendencies: -since the 1970s, there is obvious revived interest in rural areas (for instance due to summerhouses, re-appearing of rustic style of architecture, household equipment, eventually other elements of life style); -since the 1990s, one can observe in tourism industry in the Czech Republic a demand for new forms of tourism, which would also include rural space; this form of tourism is called cultural educational tourism; -this kind of tourism does not put together only interest and activities of getting to know regional natural and cultural interesting places, traditions, sights and monuments, but also the so-called creative activities (in our case, the important are especially the events, which enable people to learn about folk products and crafts, preparation of rural regional special food etc.); -since the end of the 20 th century there is discussed sight and monuments maintenance, at the same time there is growing discussion about the socalled conservation paradigm, which asks for strict conservation of sights or monuments and often refuses animation activities.
Since nowadays probably nobody challenges the integrated endogenous approach to rural development, it seems that it is quite important in the field of cultural potential to put the questions of tangible (embodied in architecture, buildings and grounds) together with intangible (embodied in traditions, customs, holidays, crafts, artifacts and creations) cultural heritage and with the use of this potential for current development, either by mediation in the frame of tourism industry, or directly through the offer of labour and free-time activities for local inhabitants.
